On the Edges of Geopolitics: Sexual Difference in Ursula Biemann's Video Essays
Many have observed that cinematic forms have some sort of parallel with the socio-political contexts from which they emerge. Somewhat reductively and retrospectively, Siegfried Kracauer traced German Expressionism to the rise of Nazism some years after the demise of the Weimar Republic. More recently, Gilles Deleuze makes the connection between world history and cinema in his two-volume topography of cinematic forms entitled Cinema 1: The Movement-Image (1997) and Cinema 2: The Time- Image (1989) . In this influential study, Deleuze discerns a particular cinema of the movement image, characterised by the narrative stability and linearity of classical Hollywood cinema, before the outbreak of the Second World War and a subsequent cinema of the time image, where the consistency of subjectivity, spatiality, and temporality are thrown up in the air. Deleuze attributes this change in film form to the radical transformation of the ideological and political landscapes wrought by the effects of the Second World War. Taking this topography further, one then needs to consider the implication of the collapse of socialist states in Eastern Europe and the rise of the transnational globalised economy for the contemporary political landscape in which a particular political media practice emerges as definitive: the digital video essay. Nora M. Alter, arguing for the extension of Deleuze's topography to include the relationship between post-socialist politics and the video essay, writes that such a 'highly theoretical and self reflexive cinema has increasingly come to assume the critical function of the written film theory essay ' (2003, p. 21-2 ). Alter's argument has a two-fold function: one, to displace the dominant strand of film theory that is mediated by a separate semiotic system dominant since the 'linguistic turn' of the 1970s; and two, to re-think a theory of film in audio-visual terms, so that 'a theory of film should be a film' (ibid., p. 13). Alter's position is reinforced by the question Edward Small poses in Direct Theory, his book on experimental cinema:
How can a semiotic system of images (cinematographic or videographic, likely accompanied by sounds but for the sake of this question, no pertinent written or spoke words) function as that mode of philosophical discourse we regard as theoretical? (1994, pp. 4-5) Such a question alludes back to the discursive trajectory of film studies represented by the early film theorists Siegfried Kracauer (1947) and Rudolph Arnheim (1958) , who have opposing approaches to the cinema. While Kracauer considers the machine's ability to record reality as that which defines the cinema, Arnheim privileges the medium's inherent ability to manipulate the images it captures. Fortified by inclinations towards realism, narrative, and the generation of psychoanalytic meanings, Kracauer's approach dominates critical discourses on film while medium specificity takes on secondary consideration. Given the explosion of digitality and new media technologies, we now need to consider the significance of cinematic materiality to sustain a political imperative in the contemporary mediascape as well as the necessity of moving from the image to the interface as a central materialist consideration of digitality. In comparative politics, the 'third wave' of transitions from non-democratic rule began in the late 1970s and culminated 'in the dramatic collapse of state socialism in East Central Europe in 1989 before continuing in parts of Africa and Asia' (Waylen 2007, p. 1). These dramatic changes in the political landscape of many Eastern European states are then inscribed
